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The  present  study  investigates  possible  individual  characteristics  associated  with  traditional  and
cyber-bullying/victimization  among  146 Greek  junior  high  school  students  and their  contribution  in
the  prediction  of the  phenomena.  Participants  completed  a self-report  questionnaire,  measuring  online
disinhibition,  personality  traits,  social  skills,  and  relations,  as well as  Internet  use.  Results  indicated  that
although  some  students  participated  with  the  same  role  in  traditional  and  cyber-bullying/victimization
and  shared  common  characteristics,  most  of  them  participated  in  either  one  or both  phenomena  with
opposite  roles.  In terms  of  predictive  factors,  cyber-bullying  was  predicted  by being  a male,  online  dis-
inhibition,  online  activity  and  psychopathic  traits,  while  traditional  bullying  was  predicted  by being
a  male,  online  disinhibition  and  sensation  seeking.  Cyber-victimization  was  predicted  by online  dis-
inhibition,  assertion,  and  few peer  relations,  while  traditional  victimization  by  Internet  skills  and
impulsive-irresponsible  traits.  Findings  are  discussed  in terms  of common  and  differentiated  prevention
and  intervention  practices.
©  2016  Colegio  Oﬁcial  de  Psicólogos  de  Madrid.  Published  by Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  This  is  an  open
access  article  under  the  CC  BY-NC-ND  license  (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Posibles  correlatos  comunes  entre  el  acoso  y  el  ciberacoso  en  adolescentes
alabras clave:
iberacoso
ibervictimización
coso tradicional
ictimización tradicional
esinhibición online
asgos psicopáticos
abilidades sociales
úsqueda de sensaciones
dolescentes
r  e  s  u  m  e  n
Este  estudio  investiga  las  posibles  características  individuales  asociadas  a  la  victimización  tradicional  y
por  ciberacoso  en 146  estudiantes  de  secundaria  griegos  y  su  contribución  a la  predicción  del  fenómeno.
Los participantes  cumplimentaron  un  cuestionario  de  autoinforme  que  medía  la  desinhibición  en  la  red,
rasgos  de  personalidad,  habilidades  y  relaciones  sociales  y  la  utilización  de  internet.  Los resultados  indican
que a pesar  de  que algunos  estudiantes  participaron  con el  mismo  rol  en  la victimización  tradicional  y  en
la de  ciberacoso  y compartían  características,  la  mayoría  participaron  en  uno  de los  fenómenos  o en  ambos
con roles  opuestos.  En relación  a los  factores  predictores,  el  ciberacoso  se predijo  por  el género  masculino,
la desinhibición  online,  la actividad  online  y  rasgos  psicopáticos,  mientras  que  el acoso  tradicional  por
el  género  masculino,  la  desinhibición  online  y la  búsqueda  de  sensaciones.  La victimización  cibernética
la  predecía  la desinhibición  online,  asertividad  y escasas  relaciones  con  compan˜eros,  mientras  que la
victimización  tradicional  la  predecían  las aptitudes  cibernéticas  y  los rasgos  de  impulsividad  y falta  de
responsabilidad.  Se  comentan  los  resultados  en  cuanto  a la  prevención  común  y diferenciada  y a la  praxis
en intervención.
© 2016  Colegio  Oﬁcia
∗ Corresponding author. Department of Primary Education. School of Educa-
ion  Sciences. Democritus University of Thrace. N. Hili, GR 68100. Alexandroupolis,
reece.
E-mail address: kkokkino@eled.duth.gr (C.M. Kokkinos).
1 The term traditional bullying refers to conventional bullying and is introduced
enceforth as a synonym of school bullying, in order to make the distinction with
yber-bullying.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pse.2016.01.003
135-755X/© 2016 Colegio Oﬁcial de Psicólogos de Madrid. Published by Elsevier 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).l  de  Psicólogos  de  Madrid.  Publicado  por  Elsevier  España,  S.L.U.  Este  es  un
artículo  Open  Access  bajo  la  licencia  CC  BY-NC-ND
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Cyber-bullying has recently emerged as an aggressive, inten-
tional act that is carried out by a group or an individual,
using electronic forms of contact, repeatedly and over time,
against a victim who  cannot easily defend him/herself (Smith,
Mahdavi, Carvalho, &Tippett, 2006). Although several researchers
consider cyber-bullying a sub-category of traditional bullying1
that occurs through Information and Communication Technolo-
gies (ICTs) (e.g., Wong-Lo & Bullock, 2011), others regard it
España, S.L.U. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
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s a completely different type of aggression with distinctive
articipant proﬁles, motives, personal characteristics, and roles
see Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2015a, for an extended review).
ccording to the ﬁrst position, cyber-bullying/victimization and
raditional bullying/victimization have signiﬁcant high correla-
ions (e.g., Hinduja & Patchin, 2008), and factor analyses indicate
hat the items for their assessment load into common factors
Bauman & Newman, 2013; Olweus, 2012), while it has been
uggested that only a small number of students is involved exclu-
ively in cyber-bullying/victimization incidents (Olweus, 2012).
urthermore, in most cases, students who simultaneously par-
icipate in both phenomena adopt the same role (e.g., Dempsey,
aden, Goldma, Sivinsk, &Wiens, 2011). Nevertheless, not all stud-
es support these arguments, since other ﬁndings indicate that
yber-bullying/victimization also involves a number of students
ho have no participation in traditional bullying/victimization
e.g., McLoughlin, Meyricke, & Burgess, 2009), as well as students
ho participate with different or multiple roles (e.g., Mishna,
houry-Kassabri, Gadalla, & Daciuk, 2012). The aforementioned
ifferences have been frequently attributed to the distinct charac-
eristics of ICTs and the perceived safety that they provide to users
Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2015a). Similarly to traditional2 bullying,
yber-bullying may  cause discomfort, depression, and anxiety to
he victim, while it may  involve other participants as well, who  sup-
ort and/or observe those involved, or even adopt a dual role (i.e.,
ully-victims; Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2013; Kowalski, Limber, &
gatston,2008).
Despite the emerging body of research examining cyber and
raditional bullying/victimization jointly in order to allow for
eaningful comparisons, still little is known about the possible
ommon participants’ individual characteristics, while the existing
tudies differ considerably in terms of sampling, assessment meth-
ds, and statistical analysis (e.g., Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2015b;
owalski & Limber, 2007). Thus, the present study examines possi-
le common individual characteristics among cyber and traditional
ullying/victimizationparticipants that emerge as the most prevail-
ng in the study of both phenomena (i.e., gender, personality, social
kills, and social relations) (e.g., Fanti & Kimonis, 2013; Wolak,
itchell, & Finkelhor, 2003), as well as those that may  distinguish
tudents’ participation in cyber-bullying/victimization (i.e., Inter-
et use and online disinhibition).
ndividual Characteristics Related to Traditional and
yber-bullying/ Victimization
The literature on traditional bullying is often taken as a frame-
ork to understand cyber-bullying, while due to their complexity,
hey both require an interdisciplinary approach, so that their forms,
auses, and correlates can be sufﬁciently investigated. Within the
eld of psychology, the individual differences perspective of bully-
ng remains of particular interest for three reasons: ﬁrstly, several
ndividual factors can be more easily inﬂuenced, and contrary
o contextual factors, allow school communities more possibili-
ies for prevention and intervention (Farrington & Baldry, 2010).
econdly, although individual factors prevail in the power imbal-
nce between bullies and victims, they may  differently inﬂuence
he power imbalance in terms of cyber-bullying, since it takes
lace within an anonymous context that provides less informa-
ion regarding power (Currie et al., 2012). Finally, research indicates
hat individual factors account for a greater amount of variance in
yber-bullying and victimization (Schumann, 2012).
2 The term traditional bullying refers to conventional bullying and is introduced
enceforth as a synonym of school bullying, in order to make the distinction with
yber-bullying.ducativa 22 (2016) 27–38
The existing studies on adolescents’ concurrent involve-
ment in both traditional and cyber-bullying/victimization explore
participants’ psychosocial proﬁle as examined in traditional
bullying/victimization research (e.g., Katzer, Fetchenhauer, &
Belschak, 2009). Even though researchers are currently inves-
tigating associations between psychological factors and cyber-
bullying/victimization, the literature has focused on the examina-
tion of the effects of one or two psychological variables on these
behaviors, and not the simultaneous effects of multiple variables.
Since behaviors do not have simple causes but multiple causes
that are determined by a large number of interacting individual
and contextual variables, the present study aims at examining
the possible common traditional and cyber-bullying/victimization
participants’3 individual characteristics that emerge as the most
prevailing in the study of both phenomena (i.e., personality, social
skills, and social relations), as well as those that may distinguish
participation in cyber-bullying/victimization (i.e., Internet use and
online disinhibition).
Internet Use and Online Disinhibition
The excessive and dangerous use of ICTs is related to students’
cyber-bullying/victimization participation, as well as their ability
to use ICTs effectively (i.e., advanced use of computers, networks,
and digital information) (Walrave & Heirman, 2012). As proposed
by Livingstone, Haddon, Görzig, and Ólafsson (2011) a wide range
of online activities indicates better ICTs skills, while those who
make excessive and dangerous Internet use are more likely to be
involved in antisocial and delinquent behavior ofﬂine (e.g., Ko, Yen,
Liu, Huang, & Yen, 2009).
An antecedent factor involved in cyber-bullying/victimization
is online disinhibition (Suler, 2004), which is deﬁned as “any
behavior characterized by an apparent reduction in concerns for
self-presentation and judgment of others” (Joinson, 1998, p. 44) and
can lead to aggressive behavior. Although the Internet may allow
individuals to express aspects of themselves which they would not
manifest in real life, this does not mean that all individuals will
employ it for aggressive purposes. Previous studies have indicated
that personal characteristics, such as personality, social skills, and
emotional control, affect the way  that people use the Internet (e.g.,
Amichai-Hamburger, Wainapel, & Fox, 2002), and whether they
will use it for negative purposes. Online disinhibition has been
implicated in cyber-victimization as well (Kokkinos, Antoniadou,
Asdre, & Voulgaridou, in press), since students who exhibit uninhib-
ited behavior (e.g., post personal information and material online,
interact with strangers) are at risk of being victimized.
Psychopathic Traits
Psychopathic traits are among the personality characteristics
that adolescent cyber-bullies share with traditional bullies (e.g.,
Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2013). In general, individuals with psycho-
pathic traits are attracted to the Internet since it provides them with
constant display to an inﬁnitive audience and immediate feedback,
crucial for their narcissism (Baldasare, Bauman, Goldman, & Robie,
2012), while at the same time it furnishes them with ample oppor-
tunities for indirect aggression in which they are especially apt due
to their manipulative tendencies. Finally, as the Internet provides
reduced verbal signals, it is likely to accentuate their aggressive
behavior, given that they are already characterized by low emo-
tional empathy (Ang & Goh, 2010). It has been suggested that
3 The term “participants” is inclusive and refers to all victims and perpetrators
(i.e., bullies, bully-victims).
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allous-unemotional traits have the power to inﬂuence the devel-
pment of cyber-bullying, and that narcissism and impulsivity can
nﬂuence both cyber-bullying and cyber-victimization (e.g., Fanti,
emetriou, & Hawa, 2012).
ensation Seeking
Students who are attracted to dangerous, aggressive and chal-
enging online behaviors are high sensation seekers4 (Antoniadou
 Kokkinos, 2013), similarly to traditional bullies (Leenaars, 2012;
oods & White, 2005). When ofﬂine, sensation seekers tend
o search for thrill and adventure through risky activities and
elinquent behavior (including traditional bullying), while when
onnected to the Internet they are more likely to socialize with
trangers and post provocative material in an effort to entertain
hemselves (Livingstone & Helsper, 2007). Students’ susceptibil-
ty to boredom, tendency for thrill and adventure seeking (Keith
 Martin, 2005), as well as their inability to perceive their coun-
erparts’ feelings through the Internet (especially if they already
ave low empathy) (Ang & Goh, 2010), may  convert playful
nd teasing actions into cyber-bullying which are less likely to
e resolved compared to real life. Sensation seeking has been
lso linked to cyber-victimization since, according to some stud-
es, students who have sensation seeking tendencies are more
ikely to experience cyber-victimization (e.g., Görzig & Frumkin,
013).
ocial Skills and Peer Relations
Inefﬁcient social skills and poor social relations have been
elated to both ofﬂine and online victimization (Antoniadou &
okkinos, 2013; Ybarra, Mitchell, Wolak, & Finkelhor, 2006). Stu-
ents with poor social skills may  cyber-bully either by masking
heir social deﬁciencies through ICTs (i.e., the asynchronous nature
f the Internet allows users time to process their replies and
eactions) or by employing direct cyber-bullying. Low popular-
ty is also predictive of cyber-victimization (Katzer, Fetchenhauer,
 Belschak, 2009), since cyber-victims usually report having
ewer friends compared to non-participants. ICTs may  trouble
tudents who have problematic social skills due to the lim-
ted non verbal social cues (e.g., Kraut et al., 1998), while
ictims of traditional bullying who are not able to imple-
ent effective coping strategies ofﬂine may  as well experience
yber-victimization or ﬁnd the Internet as a fertile ground to coun-
erattack (Kokkinos, Antoniadou, Dalara, Koufogazou, & Papatziki,
013).
mpathy
Cognitive and affective empathy5differently affect traditional
ullies, with those who  use indirect forms of aggression repor-
ing high cognitive empathy, whereas those using direct, physical
ggression that does not require advanced cognitive and social
kills reporting low cognitive empathy (e.g., Kaukiainen et al.,
999). Adolescent cyber-bullies are likely to show reduced affective
mpathy (Ang & Goh, 2010), but as the Internet causes a decrease
n the perception of the emotional state of the other (due to
4 Sensation seeking refers to “the tendency to seek novel, varied, complex, and
ntense sensations and experiences and the willingness to take risks for the sake of
uch experience” (Zuckerman, 1994, p. 27).
5 Cognitive empathy: an individual’s ability to identify and cognitively process
nother person’s emotional states. Affective empathy: the affective component of
mpathy that facilitates emotional understanding and communication (Shamay-
soory, Aharon-Peretz, & Perry, 2009).ducativa 22 (2016) 27–38 29
reduced nonverbal signals) students who have adequate emotional
empathy may  also be involved in cyber-bullying/victimization. The
relationship of cognitive empathy with cyber-bullying has been
scarcely investigated, but the limited existing evidence suggests
a negative relationship (Ang & Goh, 2010). In terms of cyber-
victimization, ﬁndings indicate that victims of cyber-bullying
may  have low empathy as well (Almeida et al., 2009; Schultze-
Krumbholz & Scheithauer, 2009).
The Present Study
The purpose of this cross-sectional correlational study is to
investigate possible individual characteristics associated with
cyber-bullying and victimization, as well as traditional bully-
ing and victimization in a sample of Greek adolescents. In
addition, it examined the relative contribution of a number of
individual characteristics in the prediction of traditional and cyber-
bullying/victimization. An advantage of this study is that students
were classiﬁed into roles based on their cyber and traditional bully-
ing/victimization scores, in order to allow for better comparisons,
while regression analyses were used to identify possible common
and/or distinct predictors. Based on the literature review speciﬁc
hypotheses were tested:
1. Most students will be uninvolved in traditional and cyber-
bullying/victimization, while the most common participant role
in traditional bullying/victimization will be that of the vic-
tim, followed by the bully and the bully-victim (H1a), similarly
to cyber-bullying/victimization participants (H1b). A signiﬁcant
percentage of students are expected to participate with the same
role in both phenomena (H1c), while fewer students will only
participate in cyber-bullying/victimization incidents (H1d).
2. In terms of individual characteristics, speciﬁc hypotheses will be
tested:
H2a: Bullies will score higher on online disinhibition which will
be positively correlated with cyber-bullying/victimization.
H2b: Students participating in traditional, cyber-
bullying/victimization, or both (especially bully-victims),
will report higher psychopathic traits.
H2c: Cyber and traditional bullying/victimization participants
(especially bully-victims) will report poorer social skills than
the uninvolved.
H2d: Participants in cyber-bullying/victimization (especially
bully-victims) will report lower empathy than the uninvolved
and traditional bullying/victimization participants. Students
participating with a dual role in both phenomena will report
lower cognitive and affective empathy, whereas cyber-bullies
less affective empathy.
H2e: Cyber-bullying participants and traditional bullies will
report higher sensation seeking.
3. Students participating in cyber (especially bullies and bully-
victims) and traditional bullying/victimization will use the
Internet more frequently and dangerously than those unin-
volved (H3).
4. Finally, cyber-bullying/victimization will be predicted by dan-
gerous and frequent Internet use, sensation seeking, online
disinhibition, psychopathic traits, low emotional empathy and
traditional bullying/victimization (H4a), while traditional bully-
ing/victimization, will be positively predicted by psychopathic
traits, sensation seeking and negatively by social skills, peer rela-
tions, and empathy (H4b).
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articipants
A convenience sample of 146 junior high school students (aged
etween 12-16 years old) from the educational districts of Eastern
acedonia-Thrace and Southern Aegean participated in the study;
9 were boys (54%), 63 girls (43%), while 4 (3%) had missing gender
ata. Twenty students were 1st graders (13.7%), 48 (32.9%) 2nd and
8 (53.4%) 3rd graders6.
rocedure and Data Analysis
Students were provided with parental consent forms, while
he voluntary basis of participation, as well as issues regarding
nonymity and conﬁdentiality were stressed to them.
Because of the highly skewed distributions on several of the
cales, Kruskal-Wallis tests followed up by Bonferroni-corrected
ann-Whitney U tests (p-value < .005) were used to examine dif-
erences among participants. Pearson correlations were calculated
nd multiple regression analysis was used to explain participa-
ion in traditional and cyber-bullying/victimization incidents. A
ierarchical approach to regression was used for evaluating the
nique contributions of independent variables above and beyond
reviously entered variables, as a means of statistical control. Boot-
trapping was performed to obtain robust estimates and help offset
he small sample size; 95% conﬁdence intervals (CIs) for unstan-
ardized coefﬁcients were computed using 1,000 resamples and
ere obtained as the 2.5thand the 97.5th percentiles of the result-
ng bootstrap sampling distribution. SPSS 19 for Windows was used
o carry out statistical analyses.
easuring Instruments
Overview. The Greek translations of the scales used in the study
ere developed using the front and back translation method by
mploying two bilingual psychologists. The original scoring system
as maintained. Pilot tests checked item comprehensibility and
ompletion time.
Scales’ construct validity was examined with Conﬁrmatory Fac-
or Analysis (CFA) with Mplus version 6.1 (Muthen & Muthen, 2010)
sing the Maximum Likelihood estimation method and the Satorra-
entler scaled chi-square test for non-normal data. The model ﬁt
as evaluated by means of the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and
he Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) (values > .90 or .95) (Hu & Bentler,
999). The 2/df was also considered (value < 3). In addition, the
oot Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Stan-
ardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) were reported, with
alues of .05 or less indicating good model ﬁt (Jackson, Gillaspy,
 Pure- Stephenson, 2009). Factor loadings were assessed for sta-
istical signiﬁcance at the p < .01 level. Cronbach’s alpha coefﬁcient
ssessed the measures’ internal consistency. In all cases, composite
cale scores were computed by averaging the number of the corre-
ponding items for each scale, except for type of Internet use score
hich was computed by summing the respective items.
Internet use. Frequency of Internet use was assessed with two
tems (“How frequently do you use the Internet?” and “How long
o you stay connected to the Internet each time?”), answered on a
-point scale (0 = never to 3 = every day and 0 = half an hour or less to
 = over three hours respectively). Answers to both questions were
ombined and further collapsed into low, medium and high use.
6 The Greek junior high school (Gymnasio) has three grades. Students attending
he  junior high school are between 12 and 15 years of age (Eurydice, 2014).ducativa 22 (2016) 27–38
Online activities and Internet skills. A 17-item scale derived from
the questionnaire constructed by the “EU Kids Online” European
network (Livingstone et al., 2011) assessed four categories of par-
ticipants’ online activities during the last month on the Internet:
information seeking (2 items), multimedia downloading (2 items),
producing-sharing multimedia (6 items), communication (4 items),
and gaming-entertainment (3 items).
Three items from the same questionnaire assessed students’
ability to protect themselves from online risks (e.g., being able
to “block” spam e-mail and its senders) (Livingstone et al., 2011).
Answers to all items were given on a dichotomous basis (0 = no,
1 = yes) with the scales’ subscores derived from the sum of scores
for the corresponding statements.
Type of Internet use. To assess the type (safe vs. dangerous) of
Internet use during the last month, two  questions were used (“Did
you reveal the password of your online account to anyone – e.g., e-
mail, social networking site, etc.?” and “Did you give out personal
information to people you only know through online communica-
tion?”). Responses were provided on a dichotomous scale (0 = no,
1 = yes), with the highest score being indicative of more dangerous
Internet use.
Cyber-bullying/victimization. Cyber-bullying/victimization
during the last 90 days was assessed using the Cyber-
bullying/Victimization Experiences Questionnaire (CBVEQ)
(Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2013; Kokkinos et al., 2013), a 24-item
instrument equally divided into two subscales, for cyber-bullying
and cyber-victimization respectively, on a 5-point scale (1 = never
to 5 = every day). The scale assesses direct (5 items) and indirect
(7 items) cyber-bullying/victimization behaviors, conducted with
the use of cell-phones or the Internet, and has adequate validity and
reliability with Greek children and youth (Kokkinos, Antoniadou, &
Markos, 2014; Kokkinos et al., 2013). A correlated 2-factor model
(CFA) properly ﬁt the data, 2(244) = 346.92, CFI = .95, TLI = .93,
SRMR = .050, RMSEA = .060 90% CI[.045 - .074]. Internal consistency
was .91 for both scales.
Online disinhibition. Online disinhibition was assessed with
15 items from the Social Conﬁdence and Socially Liberating scales
of the Internet Behaviors and Attitudes Questionnaire (Morahan-
Martin & Schumacher, 2000), which assesses students’ tendency
to display disinhibited behavior while connected to the Inter-
net. Participants were asked to indicate on a 4-point Likert scale
(1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree) the extent to which they
endorsed the behaviors described. CFA supported the unidimen-
sionality of the 15-item scale, 2(90) = 184.83, CFI = .93, TLI = .91,
SRMR = .055, RMSEA = .049, 90% CI[.039 - .061]. The overall Cron-
bach’s alpha was .90.
Psychopathic traits. The 18-item Youth Psychopathic Traits
Inventory-Short Version (YPI-short) (Van Baardewijk et al.,
2010) assessed students’ three dimensions of antisocial person-
ality (callous-unemotional, grandiose-manipulative, impulsive-
irresponsible), rated on a 4-point scale (1 = not true at all to
4 = applies very much). The scale was  used with Greek speaking
samples (Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2013; Fanti, Frick, & Georgiou,
2009). A CFA model with three correlated factors demonstrated
acceptable ﬁt, 2 (132) = 190.56, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, SRMR = .040,
RMSEA = .055, 90% CI[.045 - .065]. Alpha reliability coefﬁcients
were: .86 (grandiose-manipulative), .81 (callous-unemotional),
and .76 (impulsive-irresponsible).
Traditional bullying/victimization. Twenty-four items from the
Student Survey of Bullying Behavior-Revised 2 (SSBB-R2) were used
to assess traditional (school) bullying/victimization experiences-
rated on a 5-point Likert scale (0 = never to 4 = almost daily) (Varjas,
Meyers, & Hunt, 2006). The SSBB-R2 has adequate psychometric
properties and has been successfully used with Greek-speaking
samples (e.g., Fanti et al., 2009; Varjas et al., 2006). A CFA revealed
that a correlated 2-factor model ﬁtted the data, namely traditional
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ullying and traditional victimization, 2(242) = 415.39, CFI = .99,
LI = .99, SRMR = .035, RMSEA = .050, 90% CI[.040 - .060]. Internal
onsistencies were very high, .96 and .93, respectively.
Social skills. The “Social Skills” scale from the Social Skills Rating
ystem (SSRS) (Gresham & Elliot, 1990) was used to assess stu-
ent cooperation (9 items), assertion (11 items) and self-control
10 items) on a 3-point scale (0 = never to 2 = always). A CFA
ndicated that a correlated 3-factor model was  most consistent
ith the data, where each latent factor represented the original
hree subscales, 2(372) = 543.84, CFI = .91, TLI = .91, SRMR = .059,
MSEA = .047, 90% CI[.035 - .057]. Cronbach’s alpha for the total
cale was .91, whereas for each subscale they were: student coop-
ration (.85), assertion (.80), and self-control (.84).
Sensation seeking. The 20-item Sensation Seeking Scale for Ado-
escents (SSS-A) (Hoyle, Stephenson, Palmgreen, Lorch, & Donohew,
002) measured students’ sensation seeking in terms of four
-item dimensions: (a) thrill and adventure seeking, (b) expe-
ience seeking, (c) disinhibition and (d) boredom susceptibility.
esponses were provided on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly dis-
gree to 5 = strongly agree). The scales have been successfully used
ith Greek samples (Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2013). CFA con-
rmed the scale’s structure, 2 (164) = 406.51, CFI = .97, TLI = .96,
RMR = .045, RMSEA = .065, 90% CI [.043 - .079]. Alphas for the thrill
nd adventure seeking, experience seeking, disinhibition, and bore-
om susceptibility scales were .74, .83, .71, and .63 respectively.
Peer relations. The Peer Relations 5-item scale of the Greek
tandardized Self PerceptionProﬁle for Children (SPPC) (Harter,
985; Makri-Botsari, 2001) for high school students was used.
ach item is scored on a four-point scale (1 = lowest perceived
ompetence to 4 = highest level of competence or adequacy). CFA
upported the scale’s unidimensionality, 2(5) = 11.71, CFI = .99,
LI = .98, SRMR = .032, RMSEA = .031, 90% CI[.021 - .041], with a
ronbach’s alpha of .83.
Empathy. The 20-item Basic Empathy Scale (BES) (Jolliffe &
arrington, 2006), assessing cognitive (9 items) and affective (11
tems) empathy on a ﬁve-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to
 = strongly agree) was used. CFA conﬁrmed a correlated two-
actor structure, 2(51) = 158.81, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, SRMR = .042,
MSEA = .062, 90% CI[.040 - .083]. Cronbach’s alphas were .82 and
81 for cognitive and affective empathy respectively.
Students also reported their gender and grade level.
esults
articipant Role Classiﬁcation
Students were classiﬁed into groups7 according to their partic-
pant role in a cyber or traditional bullying/victimization incident
n the basis of their cyber and traditional bullying/victimization
otal scores respectively. Scores falling in the upper and lower
uartiles of the distribution of both cyber and traditional bul-
ying/victimization were indicative of high and low cyber and
raditional bullying/victimization respectively. Eight groups were
ormed. In terms of cyber-bullying/victimization: cyber-bullies (15,
0.3%; high on cyber-bullying and low on cyber-victimization),
yber-victims (13, 8.9%; high on cyber-victimization and low on
yber-bullying), cyber-bully/victims (22, 15.1%; high on both cyber-
ullying and cyber-victimization), and uninvolved (96, 65.8%; low
n both cyber-bullying and cyber-victimization); in terms of tra-
itional bullying/victimization: traditional bullies (22, 15.1%; high
n traditional bullying and low on traditional victimization), tradi-
ional victims (20, 13.7%; high on traditional victimization and low
7 Groups were mutually exclusive.ducativa 22 (2016) 27–38 31
on traditional bullying), traditional bully/victims (15, 10.3%; high on
both traditional bullying and traditional victimization), and unin-
volved (89, 61.0%; low on both traditional bullying and traditional
victimization).
A second classiﬁcation grouped students into traditional/cyber-
bullying/victimization roles, in order to determine those who
participated with the same role (victim or perpetrator) in
both phenomena, with the opposite role (victim in cyber-
bullying/victimization and/or perpetrator in traditional bully-
ing/victimization and vice versa), in only one of the two phenomena
and ﬁnally, those who did not participate in any phenomenon
(uninvolved). Findings indicated that 36 students (24.7%) par-
ticipated only in one of the two phenomena, 13 (8.9%) in both
phenomena with the same role (2 as victims, 4 as bullies and 7 as
bully/victims), 22 (15.1%) in both phenomena but with the opposite
role, while 75 (51.4%) were uninvolved.
Group Differences
Participants were then examined in terms of their personal
characteristics. For the sake of brevity, only statistically signiﬁcant
differences are reported in Tables 1–3. Cyber and traditional bully-
ing/victimization perpetrators (bullies or bully-victims) had higher
scores than the uninvolved in all psychopathic traits and in online
disinhibition (Tables 1 and 2). Traditional bullies and victims had
higher scores in experience seeking and online disinhibition than
the uninvolved. In terms of social skills, bully/victims scored higher
than the uninvolved in assertion, only in the case of traditional
bullying/victimization. Finally, cyber-bullies reported more variant
online activities than the uninvolved.
Participants who concurrently participated in both phenomena
with the same role (victim or bully) used the Internet more
frequently and scored higher in assertion. On the contrary, the unin-
volved students reported less online disinhibition, online activities
and psychopathic traits.
Correlation Analysis
A signiﬁcant positive correlation was  observed between cyber-
bullying and cyber-victimization and between cyber-bullying and
traditional bullying (Table 4). Participation in all phenomena
was positively correlated with online disinhibition, and
psychopathic traits. Cyber and traditional bullying were posi-
tively correlated with online activities, boredom susceptibility,
and assertion. Traditional bullying was positively correlated with
experience seeking and online disinhibition, while in terms of
social skills all phenomena had positive correlations with assertion.
Regression Analysis
Two  sets of bootstrapped hierarchical regression analyses tested
four models for the outcome variables (cyber-bullying, cyber-
victimization, traditional bullying, traditional victimization). In the
ﬁrst set, for each model, the independent variables were added
in ﬁve subsequent blocks (see Table 5). Gender was  entered in
the ﬁrst block as a possible confounder, the scores in the other
three phenomena were added in the second block, the main
effects of personality-related variables in the third block (psy-
chopathic traits, online disinhibition, sensation seeking, empathy),
social skills and peer relations were entered in the fourth block,
and ﬁnally, Internet-related variables (online activities, Internet
skills, type of Internet use and frequency of Internet use) in the
ﬁfth block. A signiﬁcant R2 change indicated that a speciﬁc block
accounted for additional variability in the outcome relative to the
preceding block. The order in which blocks were entered into
regression, from demographic to Internet-related variables, was
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Table 1
Differences in CB, CV and Individual Characteristics.
Role in CB/V
1. Bully (n = 15) 2. Victim (n = 13) 3. Bully/Victim (n = 22) 4. Neutral (n = 96) Kruskal-Wallis Sig. pairwise
differences
M SD M SD M SD M SD 2 df p
1. GM 2.19 1.08 1.51 0.56 2.28 0.73 1.54 0.54 21.68 3 <.001 2 vs. 3, 3 vs. 4
2.  CU 2.71 0.72 1.88 0.71 2.51 0.72 1.74 0.70 28.04 3 <.001 1 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
3.  II 2.49 0.82 1.89 0.61 2.32 0.78 1.76 0.59 14.95 3 .009 1 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
4.  OD 1.05 0.61 0.66 0.52 1.36 0.80 0.52 0.45 29.15 3 <.001 1 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
5.  OA 11.92 3.98 8.81 5.13 9.76 4.57 7.98 3.36 11.54 3 .007 1 vs. 4
Note. CB = Cyber-bullying, CV = Cyber-Victimization, GM = Grandiose-Manipulative, CU = Callous-Unemotional, II = Impulsive-Irresponsible, OD = Online Disinhibition, OA = Online Activities.
Table 2
Differences in TB, TV and Individual Characteristics.
Role in TB/V
1. Bully (n = 22) 2. Victim (n = 20) 3. Bully/Victim (n = 15) 4. Neutral (n = 89) Kruskal-Wallis Sig. pairwise
differences
M SD M SD M SD M SD 2 df p
1. GM 1.85 0.63 1.85 0.68 2.14 0.85 1.58 0.69 11.28 3 .008 3 vs. 4
2.  CU 2.29 0.66 2.18 0.76 2.32 0.78 1.79 0.79 13.86 3 .002 1 vs. 4
3.  II 2.21 0.59 2.24 0.63 2.24 0.79 1.72 0.64 18.63 3 <.001 1 vs. 4, 2 vs. 4
4.  ES 4.20 0.77 3.07 0.92 3.94 0.86 3.02 1.17 21.87 3 <.001 1 vs. 2, 1 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
5.  DI 4.21 0.68 3.28 0.93 3.73 0.74 3.38 0.98 14.25 3 .002 1 vs. 2, 1 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
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C6.  SE 1.13 0.41 0.97 0.40 1.36 0.33 
7.  OD 0.92 0.57 0.70 0.51 1.42 0.80 
ote. TB = Traditional Bullying, TV = Traditional Victimization, GM = Grandiose-Manipulative, CU = Callous-Unemo
elected using a combination of theory-based and statistically
ecommended procedures. Gender was entered ﬁrst, since demo-
raphics are assumed to have a signiﬁcant role in student
nvolvement in the phenomena (e.g., Rappaport & Thomas, 2004),
hile participation in the other phenomena was entered second,
ince it has repeatedly been implicated as a highly signiﬁcant pre-
ictor (e.g., Katzer, Fetchenhauer, & Belschak, 2009). Personality
haracteristics were entered third, since more biologically based
ndividual characteristics are assumed to contribute signiﬁcantly
o the prediction of the phenomena, over and above variables
ith greater environmental inﬂuence (i.e., social skills and internet
elated variables), which were entered in later steps (Antoniadou &
okkinos, 2013; Fanti et al., 2012). Signiﬁcant effects were assumed
f the 95% conﬁdence interval associated with the bootstrapped
egression coefﬁcient did not contain the value of zero. A second
et of hierarchical regression analyses was also obtained, with-
ut including the student scores in the other three phenomena
s independent variables, in order to investigate possible predic-
ors besides students’ concurrent participation in other aggressive
ncidents (see Table 6).
able 3
ifferences in CB, CV, TB, TV and Individual Characteristics.
Role bo
1. CB/V or TB/V
(n = 36)
2. CB/V and
TB/V (same
role) (n = 13)
3. CB/V and
TB/V (opposite
role) (n = 22)
4
M SD M SD M SD M
1. GM 1.85 0.84 2.01 0.90 2.10 0.67 1
2.  CU 2.20 0.96 2.72 0.68 2.20 0.46 1
3.  II 2.11 0.78 2.50 0.70 2.23 0.60 1
4.  SE 0.88 0.50 1.40 0.39 1.13 0.36 0
5.  OD 0.83 0.66 1.44 0.83 0.95 0.56 0
6.  IF 3.07 0.66 3.61 0.68 3.36 0.59 3
7.  OA 9.35 4.18 12.46 4.19 8.25 3.77 7
ote. CB = Cyber-bullying, CV = Cyber-Victimization, TB = Traditional Bullying, TV = Traditional Victimization, CB/V 
allous-Unemotional, II = Impulsive-Irresponsible, SE = Assertion, OD = Online Disinhibition, IF = Internet Frequency, OA0.85 0.45 15.44 3 .007 3 vs. 4
0.54 0.52 22.47 3 <.001 1 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
 = Impulsive-Irresponsible, ES = Experience Seeking, DI = Disinhibition, SE = Assertion, OD = Online Disinhibition.
The results of the ﬁrst set of regression analyses, including cyber
and traditional bullying/victimization as outcome variables, are
presented in Table 5.
Cyber-bullying
Gender, added in block 1, explained 7% of the variance in cyber-
bullying, that was not signiﬁcant. Participation in the other three
phenomena explained a signiﬁcant amount (73%) of the variance,
over and above the effect of gender; cyber-victimization and tra-
ditional bullying were the two  signiﬁcant predictors, positively
associated with the outcome variable. The addition of personality-
related variables in block 3 produced a signiﬁcant increase in the
amount of variance explained (8%). The main effects of thrill and
adventure seeking and online disinhibition on cyber-bullying were
signiﬁcant negative and signiﬁcant positive, respectively. The addi-
tion of social skills and peer relations in block 4 and Internet-related
variables in block 5 did not produce any additional increase in the
amount of variance explained.
th in CB/V and TB/V
. Not CB/V or
TB/V (n = 75)
Kruskal-Wallis Sig. pairwise
differences
 SD 2 df p
.48 0.52 16.66 3 0.005 3 vs. 4
.65 0.64 26.22 3 <0.001 1 vs. 4, 2 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
.64 0.53 21.76 3 0.001 1 vs. 4, 2 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
.88 0.41 13.24 3 0.003 1 vs. 2, 2 vs. 4
.46 0.40 28.02 3 <0.001 1 vs. 4, 2 vs. 4, 3 vs. 4
.00 0.85 10.94 3 0.009 1 vs. 2, 2 vs. 4
.81 3.38 13.62 3 0.008 1 vs 4, 2 vs 4, 3 vs 4
= Cyber-bullying/victimization, TB/V = Traditional bullying/victimization, GM = Grandiose-Manipulative, CU =
= Online Activities.
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations between the Variables.
Mean SD Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
1. CB 1.50 0.83 1-5 -
2. CV 1.41 0.71 1-5 .61** -
3.  TB 0.57 0.99 0-4 .62** .31** -
4.  TV 0.59 0.83 0-4 .49** .45** .33** -
5.  GM 1.72 0.72 1-4 .48** .35** .28** .30** -
6.  CU 1.97 0.79 1-4 .46** .24** .27** .31** .56** -
7.  II 1.91 0.68 1-4 .45** .27** .28** .34** .58** .63** -
8.  PR 2.72 0.85 1-4 .07 -.10 .13 -.01 .19* .21* .26** -
9.  TAS 3.63 0.93 1-5 -.06 -.15 .03 -.01 .17 .24* .24* .47** -
10.  ES 3.29 1.15 1-5 .12 .03 .34** .12 .29** .22* .33** .30** .59** -
11.  DI 3.52 0.95 1-5 .13 -.05 .31** -.03 .36** .38** .36** .51** .69** .73** -
12.  BS 2.95 0.87 1-5 .23** .07 .28** .07 .36** .34** .28** .34** .53** .48** .64** -
13.  SC 1.10 0.51 0-2 -.02 -.13 .01 -.03 .02 .14 -.01 .50** .41** .23* .38** .20* -
14.  SE 0.94 0.45 0-2 .29** .20* .42** .20* .37** .24* .32** .47** .39** .47** .59** .42** .64** -
15.  SO 0.99 0.51 0-2 .14 .04 .17 .10 .19* .27** .09 .48** .46** .32** .47** .29** .82** .66** -
16.  OD 0.71 0.62 0-3 .63** .54** .48** .34** .41** .39** .40** .15 .09 .24** .24** .27** -.01 .24** .13 -
17.  IF 3.13 0.78 1-4 .19* .14 .19* .13 .15 .21* .16 .12 .15 .26** .26** .19* -.06 .12 .01 .34 -
18.  OA 8.69 3.93 1-17 .31** .18* .27** .13 .27** .26** .33** .09 .17 .37** .28** .19* -.01 .22* -.04 .36** .51 -
19.  IS 1.96 1.03 0-3 -.14 -.16 .01 -.07 .06 .05 .01 .19 .25** .21* .23* .21* .12 .15 .09 -.01 .15 .25** -
20.  IU 0.31 0.66 0-2 .21* .15 .09 .24** .23* .25** .36** -.08 .01 .07 -.03 .13 -.27** .02 -.27** .30** .15 .40** .11 -
21.  CE 3.36 1.14 1-5 -.03 -.01 .07 -.01 .25** 22* .31** .60** .66** .48** .65** .44** .47** .52** .51** .17 .06 .08 .18 .02 -
22.  AE 2.88 0.96 1-5 .14 .07 .20* .06 .23* .29** .38** .55** .56** .36** .59** .46** .42** .50** .47** .27** .03 .04 .05 .06 .76** -
Note. CB = Cyber-Bullying, CV = Cyber-Victimization, TB = Traditional bullying, TV = Traditional victimization, GM = Grandiose-Manipulative, CU = Callous-Unemotional, II = Impulsive-Irresponsible, PR = Peer relations, TAS = Thrill and Adventure Seeking, ES = Experience Seeking, DI = Disinhibition, BS =
Boredom Susceptibility,  SC = Student Cooperation, SE = Assertion, Self-control, OD = Online Disinhibition, IF = Frequency of Internet Use, OA = Online Activities, IS = Internet Skills, IU = Type of Internet Use, CE = Cognitive Empathy, AE = Affective Empathy.
* p< .05, **p< .01.
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Table 5
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for variables predicting Cyber-bulling/victimization and Traditional Bullying/Victimization.
CB CV TB TV
B (95% CI) R2 R2 B (95% CI) R2 R2 B (95% CI) R2 R2 B (95% CI) R2 R2
Step 1 .07 .07 .01 .01 .13 .13* .00 .00
Gender -.28 (-.04, .61) -.14 (-.48, .20) -.53 (-.93, -.12)* .00 (-.34, .34)
Step  2 .80 .73*** .77 .76*** .44 .31*** .16 .16*
CB 1.00 (.84, 1.20)** 1.37 (.60, 1.81)** -.34 (-.21, .49)
CV  .65 (.52, .78)** -1.09 (-1.39, -.31)** .39 (-.17, .96)
TB  .19 (.07, .30)* -.21 (-.36, -.08)** .23 (.10, .52)*
TV -.07 (-.21, .07) .11 (-.05, .27) .29 (.08, .67)*
Step 3 .88* .08* .87 .10* .61 .16* .28 .12
GM  .09 (-.06, .25) -.06 (-.24, .13) -.04 (-.44, .36) .15 (-.27, .56)
CU  -.04 (-.16, .08) .09 (-.04, .23) .02 (-.29, .33) .05 (-.28, .37)
II  -.06 (-.18, .07) .08 (-.07, .23) -.03 (-.36, .30) .04 (-.21, .48)
OD  .16 (.08, .28)* -.06 (-.26, .15) .30 (-.14, .73) -.24 (-.71, .22)
TAS  -.16 (-.20, -.06)* .09 (-.08, .26) -.06 (-.43, .32) .21 (-.17, .60)
ES  -.07 (-.18, .04) .13 (.00, .25) .19 (.04, -.40)* -.02 (-.32, .27)
DI  .14 (-.03, .31) -.24 (-.43, -.05) .10 (-.34, .55) -.06 (-.53, .41)
BS  -.04 (-.16, .08) .03 (-.10, .17) -.19 (-.49, .09) .01 (-.31, .33)
CE  -.06 (-.16, .05) .12 (.03, .22)* .13 (-.14, .39) .00 (-.28, .29)
AE  -.02 (-.16, .11) .05 (-.07, .18) -.04 (-.39, .31) -.12 (-.49, .24)
Step  4 .89 .01 .89 .02 .64 .03 .35 .07
SC  -.04 (-.35, .27) -.09 (-.44, .26) -.30 (-1.10, .49) -.36 (-1.15, .44)
SE  .29 (-.04, .61) -.11 (-.49, .27) -.31 (-1.19, .57) .52 (-.35, 1.39)
SO  -.09 (-.35, .17) .23 (-.05, .51) .16 (-.52, .83) -.14 (-.82, .53)
PR  .01 (-.12, .15) -.09 (-.24, .05) .12 (-.23, .47) .34 (-.10, .66)
Step  5 .93 .04 .91 .02 .75 .11 .49 .14*
OA .02 (-.06, .05) -.01 (-.04, .02) -.05 (-.12, .02) .03 (-.05, .11)
IS  .06 (-.02, .14) -.05 (-.15, .04) -.06 (-.29, .16) .16 (.05, .30)*
IU .13 (-.02, .27) -.11 (-.27, .05) -.19 (-48, .15) .15 (-.32, .63)
IF  -.12 (-.20, .05) .12 (-.04, .28) .33 (-.02, .68) -.20 (-.62, .21)
Note. CB = Cyber-Bullying, CV = Cyber-Victimization, TB = Traditional bullying, TV = Traditional victimization„ GM = Grandiose-Manipulative, CU = Callous-Unemotional, II = Impulsive-Irresponsible, PR = Peer relations, TAS = Thrill and
Adventure Seeking, ES = Experience Seeking, DI = Disinhibition, BS = Boredom Susceptibility, SC = Student Cooperation, SE = Assertion, Self-control, OD = Online Disinhibition, IF = Frequency of Internet Use, OA = Online Activities, IS
=  Internet Skills, IU = Type of Internet Use, CE = Cognitive Empathy, AE = Affective Empathy.
* p< .05, **p< .01, ***p< .001.
Table 6
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Cyber-bulling/Victimization and Traditional Bullying/Victimization.
CB CV TB TV
B (95% CI) R2 R2 B (95% CI) R2 R2 B (95% CI) R2 R2 B (95% CI) R2 R2
Step 1 .08 .08* .01 .01 .13 .13** .00 .00
Gender -.32 (-.62, -.05) -.12 (-.34, .20) -.49 (-.88, -.14)** -.01 (-.32, .30)
Step  2 .60 .52*** .39 .38*** .42 .29* .17 .17*
GM .28 (.12, .57)** .09 (-.21, .40) -.02 (-.38, .35) .11 (-.22, 44)
CU  .07 (-.12, .26) .09 (-.16, .34) -.01 (-.31, .29) .12 (-.17, .47)
II  -.05 (-.27, .16) -.06 (-.32, .20) -.14 (-.47, .19) .17 (.05, .49)*
OD .44 (.17, .67)** .47 (.14, .66)** .43 (.17, .83)** -.02 (-.38, .34)
TAS  -.19 (-.32, -.07)* -.02 (-.29, .26) -.16 (-.52, .20) .13 (-.20, .46)
ES  .05 (-.12, .22) .13 (-.09, .35) .13 (-.13, .39) .09 (-.16, .33)
DI  -.07 (-.34, .19) -.20 (-.66, .20) .41 (.14, .77) * -.06 (-.44, .32)
BS  -.00 (-.18, .17) -.05 (-.18, .28) -.30 (-.60, -.08) * -.12 (-.37, .13)
CE  -.10 (-.27, .07) .05 (-.17, .27) .12 (-.14, .39) .05 (-.21, .31)
AE  .10 (-.09, .29) .17 (-.09, .43) -.17 (-.47, .13) -.05 (-.34, .24)
Step  3 .68 .08 .64 .25*** .52 .10 .25 .09
SC  -.49 (-.70, .20) -.56 (-1.03, .09) -.55 (-1.29, .19) -.32 (-.99, 35)
SE  .68 (-.28, .43) .57 (.34, 1.08)** .24 (-.49, .97) .30 (-.39, 99)
SO  .08 (-.27, .43) .48 (-.05, .81) .03 (-.56, .63) -.07 (-.51, .64)
PR  -.14 (-.29, .03) -.21 (-.39, -.05)* .30 (-.13, .46) .22 (-.05, .49)
Step  4 .79 .11* .73 .09 .56 .04 .40 .15*
OA .04 (.01, .08) * .05 (-.03, .09) -.01 (-.08, .05) .01 (-.05, .08)
IS  .07 (-.05, .19) -.02 (-.16, .12) .09 (-.15, .32) .26 (.05, 38)*
IU -.15 (-.37, .07) -.32 (-.57, .10) -.29 (-.69, .12) -.01 (-.39, .38)
IF  -.03 (-.20, .14) .03 (-.19, .24) .06 (-.27, .39) -.03 (-.35, .29)
Note. CB = Cyber-Bullying, CV = Cyber-Victimization, TB = Traditional Bullying, TV = Traditional Victimization, GM = Grandiose-Manipulative, CU = Callous-Unemotional, II = Impulsive-Irresponsible, PR = Peer relations, TAS = Thrill and
A ration, 
=
C
adventure  Seeking, ES = Experience Seeking, DI = Disinhibition, BS = Boredom Susceptibility, SC = Student Coope
Internet Skills, IU = Type of Internet Use, CE = Cognitive Empathy, AE = Affective Empathy.
* p< .05, **p< .01, ***p< .001.yber-victimization
Gender explained 1% of the variance in cyber-victimization,
n effect that was not signiﬁcant. Participation in the otherSE = Assertion, Self-control, OD = Online Disinhibition, IF = Frequency of Internet Use, OA = Online Activities, ISthree phenomena explained an additional 76% of the variance
in cyber-victimization. Cyber and traditional bullying had a
signiﬁcant positive and a signiﬁcant negative main effect on cyber-
victimization, respectively. Personality-related variables explained
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0% of incremental variance in cyber-victimization, with cognitive
mpathy having a positive and signiﬁcant main effect. The addition
f social skills and peer relations in block 4 and Internet-related
ariables in block 5 did not produce any additional increase in the
mount of variance explained.
raditional bullying
Gender was signiﬁcantly associated with traditional bullying
males), explaining 13% of its variance. Cyber-bullying, cyber-
ictimization and traditional victimization explained an additional
1% of the variance in traditional bullying. All three main effects
ere signiﬁcant; the effects of cyber-bullying and traditional vic-
imization were positive, whereas the effect of cyber-victimization
as negative. Among the variables in the third block, experience
eeking emerged as a positive and signiﬁcant predictor (16% of
ncremental variance). The addition of blocks 4 and 5 did not pro-
uce any additional increase in the amount of variance explained.
raditional victimization
Variables in the second and ﬁfth blocks only, contributed signif-
cantly to the variance in traditional victimization (16% and 14% of
ncremental variance, respectively). In particular, traditional bully-
ng and Internet skills had positive and signiﬁcant main effects on
raditional victimization.
The second set of analyses (Table 6) showed that cyber-bullying
as negatively associated with gender in the ﬁrst step (males, 8%
f incremental variance). In the second step (52% of incremental
ariance), grandiose-manipulative traits and online disinhibition
ontributed positively to cyber-bullying, whereas thrill and adven-
ure seeking had a signiﬁcant negative effect. Online activities
merged as a signiﬁcant positive predictor in the ﬁnal step (11%).
When considering cyber-victimization as the outcome, online
isinhibition had a signiﬁcantly positive main effect (38%), among
ersonality-related variables. In the third step, the effect of asser-
ion was signiﬁcantly positive, whereas the effect of peer relations
as signiﬁcantly negative (25%).
Traditional bullying was negatively associated with gender
males, 13%) and the addition of personality-related variables in
lock 2 produced a signiﬁcant increase in the amount of variance
xplained (29%). Online disinhibition and disinhibition emerged as
positive predictors, whereas boredom susceptibility had a signif-
cantly negative main effect.
Finally, the variance in traditional victimization was  positively
xplained by impulsive-irresponsible (17%) in the second step and
nternet skills (15%) in the ﬁfth step.
iscussion
The purpose of the present study was to investigate possible
ndividual characteristics associated with cyber-bullying, cyber-
ictimization, traditional bullying and traditional victimization
mong Greek adolescents and to examine their relative contribu-
ion in predicting these behaviors.
Most students did not participate in any phenomena but, con-
rary to the hypothesis (H1), the most common role in traditional
ullying/victimization was that of the bully, followed by the victim
nd the bully-victim. In terms of cyber bullying/victimization, most
articipants were classiﬁed as cyber-bully/victims (Gradinger,
trohmeier, & Spiel, 2009), possibly due to the online disinhibition
ffect (Erdur-Baker, 2010). Contrary to the hypothesis, few students
articipated with the same role in both phenomena, since most of
hem participated either in one or in both phenomena but with the
pposite roles. Previous studies have postulated that students may
articipate with different roles in these phenomena due to the ICTsducativa 22 (2016) 27–38 35
characteristics, and suggest that cyber-bullying/victimization may
in fact involve students who  do not usually participate in tradi-
tional bullying/victimization (e.g., Englander & Muldowney, 2007;
McLoughlin et al., 2009).
Online disinhibition was positively correlated with cyber and
traditional bullying/victimization (H2a), possibly due to the fact
that those who are already involved in problematic behaviors are
more likely to manifest uninhibited online conduct (Schouten,
Valkenburg, & Peter, 2007). Cyber-bullying/victimization per-
petrators’ (bullies and bully-victims) high score in online
disinhibition conﬁrms that this behavior is linked to cyber-
bullying/victimization, while the fact that traditional bully-
ing/victimization perpetrators also scored higher, veriﬁes that
students who are involved in antisocial and delinquent behavior
ofﬂine are more likely to make dangerous Internet use (e.g., Ko et al.,
2009).
Signiﬁcant similarities were found among cyber and traditional
bullying/ victimization participants in terms of psychopathic traits,
sensation seeking and frequency of Internet use. As hypothesized
(H2b), cyber and traditional bullying/victimization perpetrators
reported more grandiose-manipulative, callous-unemotional and
impulsive-irresponsible traits than non-involved students (e.g.,
Fanti et al., 2012), while participation in both phenomena
was positively and signiﬁcantly correlated with higher scores
in psychopathic traits. These ﬁndings conﬁrm that cyber and
traditional bullying/victimization participants share several per-
sonality characteristics (e.g., Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2013) and
that psychopathic traits are associated with involvement in
aggressive behaviors, regardless of the context (traditional or
cyber). Bullies’ high psychopathic traits conﬁrm that callous-
unemotional adolescents emphasize the positive and instrumental
value of antisocial and aggressive behaviors (e.g., to obtain
dominance; Pardini, Lochman, & Frick, 2003), while the higher
impulsive-irresponsible score of traditional victims (compared
to uninvolved) conﬁrms that they are at greater risk for dis-
playing impulsive behavior (O’Brennan, Bradshaw, & Sawyer,
2009).
Contrary to the hypothesis (H2c) traditional bully-victims
scored higher than those uninvolved in assertion, similarly to stu-
dents who  participated in both phenomena with the same role. All
phenomena had positive but low correlations with assertion, which
supports previous studies indicating that assertion may  be a part
of aggressive students’ repertoire to resolve problematic situations,
(Hawkins, Pepler, & Craig, 2001). Cyber-bullies’ low scores in social
skills, conﬁrm that computer mediated communication may  allow
students without sufﬁcient social skills the opportunity to bully as
well. No statistically signiﬁcant differences were observed between
cyber and traditional bullying/victimization participants in terms
of peer relations.
The lack of signiﬁcant differences between cyber and tradi-
tional bullying/victimization participants on empathy disconﬁrms
the hypothesis (H2d), a ﬁnding which previously has been
attributed to the use of self-report questionnaires (Gini, Albiero,
Benelli, & Altoè, 2006). Traditional bullies and traditional bully-
victims had higher scores in several dimensions of sensation
seeking, thus partially conﬁrming hypothesis (H2e), while tra-
ditional bullying was positively correlated with experience
seeking and disinhibition. While cyber-bullying/victimization
participants did not differ in any of the sensation seeking
dimensions, cyber and traditional bullying were positively cor-
related with boredom susceptibility, a ﬁnding which partially
replicates previous evidence where challenging online behav-
ior was related to sensation seeking (Antoniadou & Kokkinos,
2013).
Although no signiﬁcant differences were observed between
cyber and traditional bullying/victimization participants in
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nternet use frequency and skills, thus rejecting hypothesis (H3),
tudents who participated in both phenomena with the same role
sed the Internet more frequently. Cyber and traditional bully-
ng were positively correlated with online activities, whereas the
ninvolved students reported fewer online activities. Overall, the
ndings substantiated existing evidence that frequent Internet use
s related to problematic behavior (e.g., Ko et al., 2009). Participa-
ion in cyber-bullying/victimization was not correlated with Inter-
et skills, as expected, and conﬁrmed that cyber-bullying doesn’t
equire considerable ICTs skills (Dooley, Pyzalski, & Cross, 2009).
Pearson correlation coefﬁcients indicated a signiﬁcant over-
ap between cyber-bullying and cyber-victimization, and between
yber-bullying and traditional bullying, suggesting that cyber-
ullying can be more retaliatory than face-to-face bullying
Erdur-Baker, 2010), or that for the same reasons, students may
articipate in mutual “attacks” that stem from recklessness.
Findings of the second set of regression analyses provide par-
ial conﬁrmation of H4, since, contrary to what was  expected,
angerous Internet use did not predict any phenomenon; thrill
nd adventure seeking negatively predicted cyber-bullying and
nally assertion positively predicted cyber-victimization. Tradi-
ional bullying may  be partially attributed to sensation seeking
nd impulsive tendencies (Woods & White, 2005), contrariwise
o cyber-bullying/victimization experiences which may  be due to
ther personality factors, such as grandiose-manipulative traits and
oor peer relations.
The results of the ﬁrst set of regressions reveal the effect that
he involvement in one phenomenon has on the others. The sig-
iﬁcant prediction of cyber-bullying by cyber-victimization and
iceversa indicates that they may  involve reciprocal attacks (Suler,
004). The negative prediction of cyber-victimization by tradi-
ional bullying implies that, contrary to previous ﬁndings (Katzer
t al., 2009), these students may  not be involved in traditional
ullying in real life. The results of this regression were also illu-
inating, as they revealed the predictors of cyber and traditional
ullying/victimization, over and above students’ concurrent partic-
pation in other aggressive incidents.
Overall, these results signify that cyber-bullying mainly
merged from cyber-victimization engagement, online disinhi-
ition and to a lesser extent from traditional bullying and
sychopathic traits, and contradict previous ﬁndings with pread-
lescents where cyber-bullies found to be sensation seekers
Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2013). Therefore, students may  parici-
ate in cyber-bullying not due to low social skills or sensation
eeking, but rather because ICTs allow for desired counterat-
acks and proactive aggression with greater ease. The fact that
yber-bullies endorsed more psychopathic traits and less sensation
eeking contrasts Englander and Muldowney’s (2007) suggestion
hat cyber-bullying is related to a lack of awareness regarding the
ullies’ actions.
In terms of cyber-victimization, and in line with previous stud-
es, cyber-victims had problematic peer relations (Katzer et al.,
009), despite their adequate social skills. Since online disinhibition
igniﬁcantly predicted cyber-victimization, this may  suggest that
he lack of non-verbal signs further hinders cyber-victims’ abil-
ty for healthy online social interactions. As results have shown,
yber-victims had high cognitive, but not affective, empathy score
hich is crucial for social relations. The high predictability of
yber-victimization by cyber-bullying also suggests that several
yber-victims may  use the Internet in order to counterattack. How-
ver, although cyber-bullying was predicted by traditional bullying,
uggesting that these students may  adopt the same role both
fﬂine and online (e.g., Katzer et al., 2009), cyber-victimization
as not predicted by traditional victimization and was  nega-
ively predicted by traditional bullying, which may  imply that
yber-victimization involves students who would not be engagedducativa 22 (2016) 27–38
in traditional bullying/victimization experiences (e.g., McLoughlin
et al., 2009).
In terms of common predictors, both cyber and traditional
bullying were predicted by cyber-victimization (1st analysis),
online disinhibition, and gender (male) (2nd analysis), but con-
trary to cyber-bullying, which was  negatively predicted by thrill
and adventure seeking (both analyses), traditional bullying was
positively predicted by experience seeking (1st analysis). Further-
more, psychopathic traits were among the common characteristics
of traditional and cyber-aggressors, but regression analyses
indicated that psychopathic traits, and more speciﬁcally grandiose-
manipulative traits, were predictive only of cyber-bullying but not
traditional bullying, which was signiﬁcantly predicted by sensation
seeking.
Conclusions and Implications
The present study examined possible common individual char-
acteristics among cyber and traditional bullying/victimization
participants. Findings suggest that the two  phenomena bear both
common and different correlates. In line with previous ﬁndings,
results of this study conﬁrmed that traditional bullying has signiﬁ-
cant high correlations with cyber-bullying (e.g., Hinduja & Patchin,
2008), while involvement in traditional bullying signiﬁcantly pre-
dicts cyber-bullying (Casas, Del Rey, & Ortega-Ruiz, 2013). Since
involvement in traditional bullying is a signiﬁcant risk factor, it
should be taken into consideration during prevention and inter-
vention (e.g., Li, 2007). Nevertheless, results of the present study
also demonstrate the possible need for differentiated prevention
efforts for each phenomenon, since participation may  in some cases
be related to different factors (e.g., Vandebosch & Van Cleemput,
2009).
When students participated in both phenomena, they adopted
opposite roles, suggesting that different antecedents are associ-
ated with each phenomenon (e.g., McLoughlin et al., 2009). More
speciﬁcally, traditional bullying was predicted by sensation seek-
ing, which in terms of prevention indicates that youth should be
provided with frequent opportunities for new, age appropriate
experiences that stimulate exploration and thrill, increase arousal
levels and provide proper channels for their energy within a non-
aggressive environment (Woods & White, 2005). Otherwise, it is
possible that the Internet may  be inappropriately used for abusive
purposes (Livingstone & Helsper, 2007).
Nevertheless, contrary to traditional, cyber-bullying/ victimiza-
tion, experiences were not related to sensation seeking. Therefore,
participation in this case may  be a result of other student charac-
teristics, such as poor peer relations. In the case of cyber-victims,
intervention efforts could aim towards building meaningful peer
relations, and developing appropriate conﬂict resolution skills, so
that students with poor social relations can avoid Internet victim-
ization and retaliatory behaviors. A signiﬁcant number of students
participated in both phenomena with a dual role (bully-victim)
(e.g., Mishna et al., 2012), which should be taken into consideration
during prevention and intervention, since this group has been iden-
tiﬁed as the most dysfunctional compared to the rest (Kokkinos
et al., 2013). Students should be provided with Internet use reg-
ulations, as well as alternative and socially acceptable methods
of resolving their ofﬂine social problems (i.e., emotional support,
development of social skills) (Li, 2007; Wang, Nansel, &Ianotti,
2011). Acquiring appropriate coping strategies (especially problem
focused) may  signiﬁcantly improve their ability to deal with cyber
attacks (Kokkinos et al., 2013).
In terms of common characteristics, both cyber and traditional
bullies reported high psychopathic traits, a ﬁnding which repli-
cates the robustness of this trait in terms of aggressive behavior.
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yber-bullies who have high psychopathic traits and are also
nvolved in traditional bullying, may  be more resistant to inter-
ention (Stellwagen & Kerig, 2013) and may  require more novel
nd innovative approaches that promote behavior change via a
irect appeal to adolescents’ own best interests (Stellwagen &
erig, 2013). Since parents’ co-participation in online activities
nd Internet parental control programs installation are not suit-
ble for adolescents, parenting practices such as communication
ay  be more appropriate for this age group (Young, 2009). Adults
ould also encourage those adolescents who employ the Internet
o gain a sense of power, to an ofﬂine activity in which they can
xcel (i.e., sports, music, etc.) (Young, 2009). The suggested inter-
entions could also target traditional bullies who  share the same
sychopathic traits with cyber-bullies.
imitations and Future Research
The study is not without limitations. The small sample size may
ave accounted for chance ﬁndings in terms of participant role
revalence, or participant characteristics, since they were divided
nto a large number of categories.
The combined use of qualitative and quantitative methodology,
nstead of self-report measures, could provide answers to ques-
ions as to whether students perceive the Internet as a place that
llows them to act unethically. Although classifying students as
cyber)bullies on the basis of low frequent behavior (e.g., about once
 month) may  be considered a liberal interpretation of the repeti-
ion criterion, studies indicate that a single act of cyber aggression
ay  be sufﬁcient to cause great distress. The fact that only few vari-
bles were related to traditional victimization may  imply that other
ndividual or contextual characteristics could be implicated in the
henomenon.
Although this paper focuses on the individual factors asso-
iated with traditional and cyber-bullying/victimization, both
henomena may  be associated with a combination of individual
nd environmental factors, with the latter being beyond the scope
f the current investigation.
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